(according to an ancient tradition, the "spirit" of a work should be translated, not the "words"). A discursive approach to translation, however, would see translation itself as a discourse and show such a goal to be not only unattainable but also undesirable, since it denies the discursive nature of the translation practice and wishfully attempts to reduce translation to a mere mirror image of its object.
Limits on Discourse
The strategies used to limit the production of discourse can be of various sorts: external to the discourse itself, in relation to considerations of power and desire (certain objects are excluded from discourse and considered taboo, for instance, or the right to produce discourses is attributed to certain subjects, to the exclusion of others), or the limits can be internal, in which case the aim is to reduce the role left to chance (such strategies have to do with principles of classification and the disposition of elements within the discourse itself). Both types of strategies have a role in translation and, indeed, they often go hand in hand. Perhaps the most obvious example of this is to be found in the use made of translation in colonial contexts. Vincente Rafael in Contracting Colonialism shows that such was the case in the Philippines. There translation played an overtly political role through the contradictory strategic uses assigned it by the parties involved. He writes: "For the Spaniards, translation was always a matter of reducing the native language and culture to accessible objects for and subjects of divine and imperial intervention. For the Tagalogs, translation was a process less of internalizing colonial-Christian conventions than of evading their totalizing grip by repeatedly marking the differences between their language and interests and those of the Spaniards" (Rafael, 1988, p. 213) . The ambiguity of the relations instituted by translation permitted this play between dominance and resistance. On the one hand the colonizers tried to impose hierarchies through their exclusive appropriation of translation and the attempt to set up Castilian as the sole and necessary mediation between Latin and Tagalog. On the other hand, these attempts were undermined by the Tagalogs' separation of their own discourse from that of the colonial authorities, by alternating passages in Castilian and Tagalog and clearly differentiating between the two. In this context, then, the exclusion from discourse imposed upon the native people by the colonial situation was accepted and used by them, along with the internal disposition of discursive elements, to at least partially elude the will to subjugate which characterized the imperial power.
In addition to external and internal constraints, there are other restrictions on the production of discourse, among which the limits imposed by the division of knowledge into disciplines. Such limits affect both what it is possible to say within a given field, and the way in which it is possible to say it; and modern text typologies point to the obligation on the part of authors and translators to conform to such discursive constraints. Finally, the elaboration of or adherence to a specific dogma or doctrine should be mentioned as another limit imposed on the production of discourse. The fates of translators such as Etienne Dolet and Louis de Berquin could be recalled in this respect. Dolet was put to death in 1546 for having attributed to Plato words denying the existence of eternal life.
2 As for Louis de Berquin, his error, for which the penalty was also death (in 1529), was to maintain that sacred texts should be translated. But the effect on translationand translators -need not be so extreme for the constraints to be effective and the choice available to translators limited. The determination of which strategies are privileged in translation at a given moment in time and the description of the way in which their use varies contextually will help specify the nature of the relations between translations and original texts, the nature of the controls placed on the production of discourse.
2.
The text for which Dolet was put to death was the following: Tarquoy elle ne peult rien sur toy, car tu n'es pas encores prest à décéder; et quand tu sera decedé, elle n'y pourra rien aussi, attendu que tu ne sera plus rien du tout." His heresy consisted in the addition of the final three words of the text, erroneously attributed to Plato.
Limits on Translation
Foucault defined his work in part as an archaeology, that is, the description of an archive (Foucault, (1968) In relation to translation, the above questions can be reformulated more specifically as follows: How is the role of the translator perceived in relation to that of the original author, and in relation to national institutions? How is translation situated in terms of the struggle for the control of the production of discourses? Very often the tendency is to consider translations as mere subsidiary discourses. As for the readers of translations, they are frequently identified as those who do not have the ability to read the original text, and who require protection from the ideas expressed therein, thus the need to filter, to edulcorate and to censor. Women are very often named as members of this category, whereas seldom do they control the discourse produced, either as authors or as translators.
Political Criticism
This reformulation of Foucault's questions in terms of translation brings to the fore a certain number of elements which are important for the study of translation. Rather than situate the relations between a translation and an original text in terms of equivalency of texts, the accent is instead placed on the nature of the transformation effected by a translation; on the historical and social conditions which enable a translation to come into existence, to be reproduced, or to be replaced; and on the roles given translations within cultures. The essentially undecidable question of the "quality" of particular translations -undecidable given the necessity of referring to contextually specific criteriais replaced by those relating to the discursive nature of translations, to their contextually-defined functions. Such a shift in the questions asked in relation to a translation corresponds to what S.P. Mohanty has called "political criticism" (Mohanty, 1990, p.2):
... political criticism can be identified by at least a common desire to expose the social interests at work in the reading and writing of literature. It may not always be tied to larger programs or alternative models of cultural practice, but criticism is political to the extent that it defines as one of its goals the interrogation of the uses to which literary works are put, exploring the connections between social institutions and literary texts, between groups of people understood collectively in terms of gender, sexuality, race and class, and discourses about cultural meanings and values.
Criticism is political, then, insofar as it does not restrict itself to internal readings of texts but looks at the uses to which texts are put, examining the connections between texts and the societies in which they are produced and consumed. Extending this definition beyond purely literary works to include those in other fields -law, medicine, politics and political theory, the arts and sciences, for example -we can find in the study of translation an area of particular interest for such an approach, inasmuch as translation brings different cultures into contact with each other. Through the transformation of texts originating in another context, translators -by their choices -make evident the discursive nature of texts, the roles such texts are given to play within their own and foreign cultures.
Translation in History

Questions of Method
It is impossible here to present a study which could claim exhaustivity; I will limit myself therefore to the description of specific variables relating in particular to what Foucault described as the limits and forms of conservation of texts. Before doing so, however, a brief explanation should be given of certain methodological choices made. Firstly, since translation is being studied as a discourse "about cultural meanings and values" it is important that not only translations produced at different moments in time be examined, but also translations produced in different contexts. As a result, the corpus on which this study is based is made up of 2750 randomly-selected works, including 2009 translations into French published between 1500 and 1799, as well as, for purposes of comparison, 214 translations into English published between 1650 and 1674, and another 527 translations into English which appeared in the first 50 years of the XVIIIth century. The second methodological choice is that of working on the prefaces to the translations rather than on the translations themselves. Several arguments could be made in favour of such an approach; for the purposes of the demonstration to made here suffice it to say that no direct or necessary correspondence need actually exist between what is stated in the preface to the translation and the actual performance on the level of the translation itself. Whether or not one indeed reflects the other, the aims stated in the preface point to what was considered to be relevant in the production of a translation, which is why the translator refers to them. It is precisely their conventional nature which is important for us, since the aim is to determine the values dominant within a specific period.
Areas of Texts Translated
In this section of the paper the different subject areas of the texts translated will be presented and briefly commented upon. For the purposes of presenting the data, the period studied has been arbitrarily divided into 25-year sections. Thus "1600" here refers in fact to the 25 years between 1600 and 1624. temporally bound, most notably those which come to have a certain importance in the XVIIIth century: "foreignness" (often with the idea that it is necessary to reduce such difference to something more familiar and reassuring), "bienséance" and "taste," which combine with the theme of the "genius of the language," already a concern since the XVIIth century. Reference to notions such as these demonstrate the desire of making the foreign French, and, indeed, the relation to that which is foreign becomes a major theme of the prefaces of translators in the XVIIIth century. Oronoko, a plû à Londres, habillé à l'Angloise. Pour plaire à Paris, j'ai crû qu'il lui falloit un habit François. Je ne scais même, si cette manière de traduire les Ouvrages, de pur amusement, n'est pas le meilleure." These opposing viewpoints centre around recurring themes in the prefaces and treatises, to the point where at times it would seem that such texts merely repeat what has been said many times before. Such an impression is false, however, for Graph 8 not only clearly shows there is variation in the distribution of such themes and the appearance of new ones but also that the configuration of the themes also varies.
1500-
Conclusion
The attempt has been made here to present both the theoretical underpinnings of a discursive approach to translation and an all-too-brief example of one element which could be studied using such an approach. Both aspects would need to be further developed; however, it is already possible to understand that when translation is considered as a discursive practice, situated within a specific social and historical context, the questions to be asked of it change. No longer is the attempt made to determine whether a translation transforms and thus -as conventional wisdom would often have it -betrays an original text, but rather the question becomes one of defining how such a transformation is carried out and the conditions which make it possible.
